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state required for commission of murder as accessory.

Volume 191 Cumulative Table of Cases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129A

NOTICES OF CONNECTICUT STATE AGENCIES

Town of Suffield—Notice of Application for Affordable Housing Certificate of Completion . 1B

MISCELLANEOUS

Notice of Disbarment of Attorney . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1C
Notice of Suspension of Attorney . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1C

ASSIGNMENT OF JUDGES

September 2, 2019—September 6, 2020. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1D


